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DETAILED ACTION 

This non-final office action is in response to communications filed on 1/6/05. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 14 is allowed. 

Claims 8, 13, 19, 21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 7, 10, 12 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chrabaszcz, US Patent no. 6,134,67s 1 and Langer, US Patent no. 5,381, 554 2 , in view of, Boland, 
US Patent Application Publication no. 2001/0003831. 

Regarding claim 1, Chrabaszcz discloses a method for server cluster power management, 
wherein fault tolerant uninterruptible power supply systems are used for preventing network 
down time during AC power failure. Chrabaszcz does not address the details of the method, but 



1 Cited in office action mailed on 10/6/04. 

2 Cited in office action mailed on 10/6/04. 
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states that such systems are well known [column 2, lines 25-31]. Langer teaches a known 
method for computer power management, comprising the steps of: 

receiving a power interruption signal [column 5, lines 26-29]; and 

diverting power reserves of a second server in the server cluster to a first server in 
response to the power interruption signal [column 5, lines 47-51]. 

Chrabaszcz and Langer do not explicitly disclose grouping activities within a server 
cluster into at least a high and a low priority group and shifting a group of high priority activities 
to a first server in the cluster in response to a power interruption signal. Boland discloses 
grouping activities within a server cluster into at least a high and a low priority group 
[paragraphs 0036 and 0037] and shifting a group of high priority activities to a first server in the 
cluster in response to a power interruption signal [paragraph 0037]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement the Langer method of shifting high priority 
activities of a second server to a first server in a cluster when the second server in the Chrabaszcz 
and Langer method is turned off and its power reserves are diverted to the first server. Shifting 
high priority activates from a disabled server to a functioning server ensures that the high priority 
activities will be executed [Boland, paragraph 0006]. 

Regarding claim 7, Langer teaches that the load shedding system may also respond to 
external commands [column 5, lines 11-14]. 

Regarding claim 10, Langer teaches diverting battery power reserves of the first server to 
another server in the cluster [column 5, lines 47-52]. 

Regarding claim 12, Langer teaches diverting all power reserves to the server that 
executes tasks of the highest priority [column 6, lines 13-16]. 
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Regarding claim 28, Langer teaches that the second server hosts lower priority activities 
[column 5, lines 15-20 and 47-51]. 

Claims 2, 5, 16, 23-25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chrabaszcz, US Patent no. 6,134,673, Langer et al, US Patent no. 5,381,554 [Langer] and 
Boland, US Patent Application Publication no. 2001/0003831, in view of, Bishop et al., US 
Patent no. 6,377,782 [Bishop]. 

Regarding claim 2, Langer, Chrabaszcz and Boland, as described above, describe a 
method for server cluster power management in which power resources are diverted away from 
lower priority servers. Langer, Chrabaszcz and Boland do not explicitly teach that the priorities 
are determined based on datatypes of the activities performed by the servers. Bishop teaches 
using prioritization according to data types to achieve quality of service in a network [column 1 1, 
lines 18-21]. One would be motivated to prioritize the server activities according to datatype in 
order to ensure that more intensive activities, such as those involving voice or video data, are 
performed over less intensive activities, such as those dealing with other types of data [Bishop, 
column 11, lines 10-20]. 

Regarding claims 5 and 16, Bishop teaches assigning priority level to achieve a desired 
quality of service of activities [column 11, lines 9-10]. 

Regarding claim 23, Chrabaszcz discloses a system for server cluster power management, 
wherein fault tolerant uninterruptible power supply systems are used for preventing network 
down time during AC power failure. Chrabaszcz does not address the details of the system, but 
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states that such systems are well known [column 2, lines 25-31]. Langer teaches a known system 
for performing computer power management comprising: 

computers performing a plurality of activity sets each having an associated priority level 
[column 4, lines 57-61 and column 4, line 67 - column 5, line 2]; 

power reserves coupled to the computers [Battery in Figure 5]; 

a switch matrix coupled to direct the power reserves between the computers [PDM 
contains logic controlled breakers, column 4, lines 57-59]; and 

a power manager, coupled to the switch matrix, for commanding the switch matrix to 
divert power from computers hosting low priority activity sets to computers hosting high- 
priority activity sets, in response to a power interruption [Power Distribution Module in Figure 5 
and column 4, lines 55-65], 

Langer teaches that the system may have one central UPS [Figure 5] or multiple UPS's 
[Figure 2]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the Langer system as 
the system disclosed by Chrabaszcz as it is a known system capable of fulfilling Chrabaszcz's 
goal of achieving network fault tolerance in the event of AC power failure. 

Langer and Chrabaszcz, as described above, describe a system for server cluster power 
management in which power resources are diverted away from lower priority servers. Langer 
and Chrabaszcz do not explicitly teach that the priorities are determined based on quality of 
service of the activities performed by the servers. Bishop teaches assigning priority level to 
achieve a desired quality of service of activities [column 11, lines 9-10]. One would be 
motivated to prioritize the server activities according to quality of service in order to ensure that 
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more intensive activities, such as those involving voice or video data, are performed over less 
intensive activities, such as those dealing with other types of data [Bishop, column 11, lines 10- 
20]. 

Regarding claim 24, Langer teaches that the power reserves include battery backup 
uninterrupted power supplies [UPS with Battery in Figure 5]. 

Regarding claim 25, Langer teaches a line for coupling the servers to the power manager 
for transmitting quality of service priorities of the activity sets [element 45 in Figure 5]. 

Regarding claim 27, Langer teaches a power divert line for coupling the power reserves 
to the switch matrix for carrying the diverted power [elements 90 and 91 in Figure 5]. 



Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chrabaszcz, US 
Patent no. 6,134,673, Langer et al., US Patent no. 5,381,554 [Langer] and and Boland, US Patent 
Application Publication no. 2001/0003831, in view of, Donaghue, Jr., US Patent no. 6,226,377 
[Donaghue]. 

Langer, Chrabaszcz and Boland, as described above, describe a method for server cluster 
power management in which power resources are diverted away from lower priority servers. 
Langer, Chrabaszcz and Boland do not explicitly teach that the priorities are determined based 
on importance of the processes of the activities performed by the servers. Donaghue teaches 
establishing priority levels of activities based on the importance of completing the processes of 
each activity [column 3, lines 15-19]. One would be motivated to prioritize the activities based 
on the processes performed by each activity in order to ensure that clients relying on the server 



Application/Control Number: 09/9 19,134 
Art Unit: 2116 



Page 7 



activities of greater importance can be serviced before clients relying on the server activities of 
lesser importance. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chrabaszcz, US 
Patent no. 6,134,673, Langer et al. and Boland, US Patent Application Publication no. 
2001/0003831, US Patent no. 5,381,554 [Langer], in view of, Ebata et al., US Patent no. 
6,708,209 [Ebata]. 

Langer, Chrabaszcz and Boland, as described above, describe a method for server cluster 
power management in which power resources are diverted away from lower priority servers. 
Langer, Chrabaszcz and Boland do not explicitly teach defining activity sets based on quality of 
service according to a Common Open Policy Service Protocol. However, Ebata states that 
resource allocation using a Common Open Policy Service Protocol is well known in the art 
[column 16, lines 15-22]. One would be motivated to use a Common Open Policy Service 
Protocol to define activity sets in order to allow servers to exchange network policies [Ebata, 
column 16, lines 18-22]. 

Claim 15, 17, 18, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chrabaszcz, US Patent no. 6,134,673, in view of, Langer et al., US Patent no. 5,381,554 
[Langer]. 

Regarding claim 15, Chrabaszcz discloses a method for server cluster power 
management, wherein fault tolerant uninterruptible power supply systems are used for preventing 
network down time during AC power failure. Chrabaszcz does not address the details of the 
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method, but states that such systems are well known [column 2, lines 25-31]. Langer teaches a 
computer-usable medium embodying computer program code for commanding a computer to 
perform a known method of server cluster power management comprising the steps of: 

grouping activities within a network of computers into predefined sets [priorities of loads, 
column 4, lines 61-63]; 

assigning a priority level to each set [column 4, lines 61-63]; 

programmatically [programmed load shedding, column 2, lines 33-34 and program, 
column 5, lines 29-31] identifying a first computer hosting a first set of lower-priority activities 
within the network [column 5, lines 35-38]; 

receiving a power interruption signal [column 5, lines 26-29]; and 

diverting power reserves of the first computer to another computer in the network, in 
response to the power interruption signal [column 5, lines 47-51]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the Langer method as 
the method disclosed by Chrabaszcz as it is a known method capable of fulfilling Chrabaszcz's 
goal of achieving network fault tolerance in the event of AC power failure. 

Regarding claim 17, Langer teaches receiving the power interruption signal, in response 
to a power failure [column 5, lines 24-27]. 

Regarding claim 18, Langer teaches that the load shedding system may also respond to 
external commands [column 5, lines 11-14]. 

Regarding claim 20, Langer teaches diverting all power reserves to the server that 
executes tasks of the highest priority [column 6, lines 13-16]. 
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Regarding claim 22, Chrabaszcz discloses a system for server cluster power management, 
wherein fault tolerant uninterruptible power supply systems are used for preventing network 
down time during AC power failure. Chrabaszcz does not address the details of the system, but 
states that such systems are well known [column 2, lines 25-31]. Langer teaches a known system 
performing a method for computer power management comprising a: 

means for grouping activities within a network of computers into predefined sets 
[priorities of loads, column 4, lines 61-63]; 

means for assigning a priority level to each set [column 4, lines 61-63]; 

means for programmatically [programmed load shedding, column 2, lines 33-34 and 
program, column 5, lines 29-31] identifying a first computer hosting a first set of lower-priority 
activities within the network [column 5, lines 35-38]; 

means for receiving a power interruption signal [column 5, lines 26-29]; and 

means for diverting power reserves of the first computer to another computer in the 
network, in response to the power interruption signal [column 5, lines 47-51]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the Langer system as 
the system disclosed by Chrabaszcz as it is a known system capable of fulfilling Chrabaszcz's 
goal of achieving network fault tolerance in the event of AC power failure. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chrabaszcz, US 
Patent no. 6,134,673, Langer et al., US Patent no. 5,381,554 [Langer] and Bishop et al., US 
Patent no. 6,377,782 [Bishop], in view of, Ebata et al,, US Patent no. 6,708,209 [Ebata]. 
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Langer, Chrabaszcz and Bishop, as described above, describe a system for server cluster 
power management in which power resources are diverted away from lower priority servers. 
Langer and Chrabaszcz do not explicitly teach defining activity sets based on quality of service 
according to a Common Open Policy Service Protocol. However, Ebata states that resource 
allocation using a Common Open Policy Service Protocol is well known in the art [column 16, 
lines 15-22]. One would be motivated to use a Common Open Policy Service Protocol to define 
activity sets in order to allow servers to exchange network policies [Ebata, column 16, lines 18- 
22]. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5, 7, 10, 15-18, 20 and 22-27 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul B Yanchus whose telephone number is (571) 272-3678. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 8:00-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynne H Browne can be reached on (571) 272-3670. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Paul Yanchus ^ — — 2 > 



March 28, 2005 
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